In personality testing, an implicit contract exists between respondent and administrator. In return for time and effort, the respondent may anticipate such rewards as self-knowledge in the form of an interpreted profile, vocational advice, diagnosis-specific psychotherapy, simple gratitude, a perceived benefit to science, or simply the completion of an experimental credit-hour requirement. To the extent that these and similar rewards are valued, respondents will become engaged in the task, and will respond in a subjectively honest fashion.
Unfortunately Gough, 1987) .
Test-Taking Attitudes and Validity
When the motive to present an unreal, positive faqade exists, a fake-good strategy may be employed. A fake-good strategy reflects a bias toward an &dquo;ought self &dquo; rather than toward an &dquo;ideal self &dquo; (Higgins, Klein, & Strauman, 1985) ; it is manifested by the failure to acknowledge commonly held weaknesses (Hartshorne & May, 1928) and the report of a constellation of unusual virtues (Gough, 1952) . Conceptually, faking good is a form of other-deception rather than self-deception (Sackeim & Gur, 1978) ; this distinction is imperfectly captured by the difference between the Lie (L) and Correction (K) scales of the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory (Paulhus, 1984 Dunnette, McCartney, Carlson, and Kirchner (1962) investigated the ability to simulate the responses of an &dquo;ideal salesperson.&dquo; Dicken (1959 Dicken ( , 1960 (Gough, 1952) . The Well Being scale (Wb) was designed to identify fake-bad protocols; this scale includes items that distinguish persons dissimulating neurosis or pathology from normal and genuinely pathological samples (Gough, 1954 (Gough, 1957 (Gough, , 1987 .
Recently, a substantial revision of the CPI was published (Gough, 1987 (Gough, 1987, p. (Gough, 1987 (Gough, 1964 (Gough, , 1968 (Dawes, 1979; Goldberg, 1972 (Stenson, Kleinmuntz, & Scott, 1975; Szucko & Kleinmuntz, 1981) , assessing protocol validity may be considered as a problem in accuracy analysis (Swets & Pickett, 1982) or as a diagnostic problem in signal detection (Swets et al., 1961 Working within this signal-detection framework, the determination of optimal cutting scores on each equation is a function of three parameters:
(1) the accuracy of the assessment device, (2) the perceived proportion of persons belonging to the two groups (i.e., the prior probability that a given person will respond in an invalid fashion), and (3) the relative utility assigned to each of the set of possible outcomes, h, f, m, and c. Of these parameters, only accuracy can be assessed empirically; estimates of likelihood and cost must of necessity be made on an a priori basis.
Accuracy of the selection device. Numerous indices that gauge the discriminability, effectiveness, or accuracy of selection devices are available (Swets, 1986a (Swets, 1986a ; Swets & Pickett, 1982 Figure 3) . Rocs plotted on such graphs are linear or nearly linear in form (Swets, 1986b ; Swets & Pickett, 1982 (Meehl & Rosen, 1954) . That is, the overall frequency of errors depends on the relative incidence of valid and invalid protocols.
Unfortunately, the expected incidence of invalidity is difficult to estimate. Because faking good, faking bad, and disengaged responding are largely situation-dependent, no single estimate of prior probability will be fully satisfactory. Dunnette et al. (1962) Table 2 ). Tables 1 and 2 , the cutting scores proposed for Equations 1 and 2 appear quite robust. That is, for both equations the cutting scores appear optimal or nearly optimal, regardless of the relative cost of f and m, in all situations where faking is Table 2 , optimal cutting scores remain between 49 and 50. As with the first two equations, the cutting score proposed above appears satisfactory. The proposed cutting scores are not intended to be universal. For some users, the perception of relative cost will be outside of the range discussed here. In addition, some users may prefer a decision rule that conflicts with maximizing expected utility (see, e.g., Lopes, 1981 
Discussion
The concern with protocol validity is not new (Gough, 1947) , and the use of signal detection parameters is best understood as a simple formalization of techniques that have long been used by interpreters of diagnostic tests (Cureton, 1957; Gough, 1950 (Gough, 1987; Schmolck, 1987) . For a given personality questionnaire, the likelihood of an invalid pattern of responses is a function of the circumstances of test administration, the personality of the respondent, and the interaction of these variables.
For the cPi, the algorithms proposed in this paper have been used to estimate the prevalence of invalid responding in each of 57 samples (Gough, 1987 1,414, or 
